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On Novexllber 7,1996 Twson Electric Power Cornpasay (YEP’’ or “Com,pmy’)) subm.iM its 

‘irst Set of Comments on the Ariurna Corpra~on Commission’s (‘Tommission’)> Proposed Rde 

Legarding Retail Electric Competition (“TEP’s First Set of Comments’’). At that tirue TEP indicated 

hat b e m e  the Co-on requested that c0-m~ on the Proposed Rulc (“RubcT be fld by 

.lovember 8, 1996, TEP’s comments would be s u b d i e d  in two sets, TI9 indicated that this 
lecond Set of Comments would pzimady address operational, reldiIity and pricing issues. TEf, 

y this reference, incorporates herein in its &&y, TEP’s First Set of Comments. TEP’s written 

o w  together with its oral statemmts before the Commission in the docket should be taken 

sgelher to present a complete uaderstanding of  TEP’s position regardhg &e Rule. Accordingly, 
’Ep states as follows: 

A. Intrrrdaction 

The Rule requires that distribution unbundling begin with the start of customer choice in 
W. TEP believes the most efficient process to dIaw customer choice for generation by 1999 is to 

tnbundle the following: generation; hansmission; dishibutioq a stranded cost c-hrgp; and a public 

p& charge. For the purpose of these m w ,  the following definitions shall apply: 

m 

Generation - The production of electricd energy. Bulk elecaicity is generated at m o t e  

plant sites, local plant sites and purchased fiom the wholesale market for reliable system 

aperation. 

Transmission - The tramportatbn of bulk quantities o f  elecbicity on high volrage lines 
by meanis of elecuic d u c t o r s  from g&on sources to an electric distribution 
system, load center or interface wi& a I d  controf area. 

Distribution - The delivery of electricity to customers COMBcted to the local d i m i o n  
system. The distribution system in~ludes pr;marY and secoedary l i s  which deliver 

electricity, and substarion and distribution trawfomrs which lower d e d c  voltage hxn 
transmission ra distribution lcvels. Distribution also includes mebring, meter beadin$, 

billing, customc~ service and other Services that the mditional monopoly W b d o n  

company has perhmd in the past 

Siranded Cost0 Charge - A nan-bypassable charge for rewvmy ofrtnmitigated stranded 

Costs. 

Public Goods; Charge - A non-bypassable charge for fhcbxig pubk goods p r o w  

I 
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such as low-hcome assistance, demand side mamgment., mandmxi 

other progmms that the Commission sponsors. 
and 

The details i n v ~ l ~ e d  with unbundling products and services beyond the qMi~a ofthe 
;ystem will Uftimately prevent an eltriciexlt transition to competition. W befieves U mqiae  

lnbundling of products and ~Gnicts d m c d  to be competitive &Odd & customer choice 
w started in order to give adequate tirne to dewlop clear rules and s&nda;rds, and for my 

echology development and indlation to take place. 

W e  am several reasons why TEP believes that complete unbundIing of competitive 

rroducts and services should be left mtd after customer choice starts in 1999. F&, the Co&&on 

s attempting to create a new industry ssuctue that contains two key conununidon links that TIP 

xlieves will require significant technological changes. The fmt Iink is betweera the new 

ampetitive generation market and the local area control room. The second link is between the idcal 

ma control room and the customer. 

Second, there are reliabiliq issues that wil l take time to fully a, given the fact that the 

?.de is  attempting to restructure the industry. TEP beiieves that it is wise to give adequate time to 

mplement new reliability standards, given the cbmges requir& in the hdusuy structure and to let 

he Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) changes to be implemented this year take 

:ff& before deciding further significant changes. 

Third, cleax distinctions must be determhed between mrrkpeTitive and monopoly products 

md services in order to allow time to design and install necessary system to hilitate unbmded 
mtomer trmsaeb ‘om. TEP believes that customer choice can be implmerited on (I 1 basis 

without this process being completed. Limited competition parameters for the 1999 start-up date 

have to be demmhed quickly to allow for any required system devehpmmt an4 ktdhtion. 

Subsequently, work can begin on decisions required to fdIy dehc and unbundle Campetitive 

products and services by the end of the phase-in period in 2003. 

F ~ l y ,  many informationai Wls that need to be a d d r d  prior to COmpkte 

wmpetitive product and serricc u n m .  These details mvdve meter cllstomer 

information a d  billing requirements. The decisionS s u r r o u u ~  the avaihb%ty and access to 

cusbmcr data m y  require sigScant changes in regards to meters, compam systems 

for all competitive players. 

2 
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The following discussion explains the reaso~ls why TEP believes that the chang~ required 

br full competitive product and service unbunding are sigaificant and will take a &reat deal of zime 

ad effort. Further the discussion describes how TEP believes the d t i 0 1 t  from a regdated to a 

ompetithe environment should progress. 

E. IndastryShctare 

Figure A 

Current Industry Structure 
TEP Genriarion 

Local Area Controt Room customers 

WhobbraY Mnrmt 

-. .  

. . .  

... 

... 
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Figure B 

New Industry Structure 
"lel3m Market Customera 

A competitive environment which dlows for an endless variety of electric supply aad r e M  

service options will require significant delivery system modifmtim. Figure B above shows what 

such a stmctwe might look like. P i  there will potentidy be many rn0l.e gemration suppliers 

Second custbmers will pmhase a variety of d i f f w t  types of services @e.$ 5nq non-firm. 

unbundled, etc.) Third, there will be some customers who will purr: 
GOEEOl worn will hrn  a thinl party though bi-lateral contracts. In this environment, the 1 

have to match numerous c m e r s  ~5th specific supply wurces. 

requires that the unbundled distribution company have the ability 

customers and to drop individd custom or suppiim from 
energy supplier discontinues service or their xoad drops. The local 

becomes a cbring-busc in a competitiye environment with significant GUS~OEEZ optiom. T€& 

function is d y  difftJent h r a  the CMWS role of the locaI area 

. . .  

4 



Figure C 
New Industry Structure 
Key Comunicdon Areas 

Gemdon M a w  customers 

Energy mmagement systems, commslicBtion systems, billing systems md SYStem 

~ ~ t i o m  will need tD Undesgo Si@- changes and improvements before the number of 
on independent system twuactions atamatiCatIy inrxease. Figure C above shows the two musacti 

the I d  

area control rmm and the geseratim market. The l d  area c o m I  m m  mmttly controli 

generation and purchases elemicity for its customers on ana%gregated basis. Tbe key in the existiq 
environment is to match generation aad purchases to the aggregated load. I f  load 

area control room ramps up generation or purchases ficun the market and backs sf€ g a d o n  0, 

areas t h t  TEP is most concerned with. The first area, Communication Link A, is 

purchases when load falls. 
A fUl choice competitive environmmt will result in local 85ea control 

transactiom between specific suppliers and specific custmnm and rcquirc that 

room be able to follow specific customer io& and thtir res@ve supplim moment 0 1 ~  mQment. I 

a customer’s supplier does not dclivcr power, then that p i f i e  -ma will be requbd to G U ~  il 

load or purchase aitcmative supplies. This b g g e  from managing a 

customer (total retail load) to a b r o k e  role between m y  sepatate custorne~~ and ~ppliers ~ i l .  

Of wvgw for 
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The second area of c o q  Communication Link B, i s  between thc: 1 4  m-1 ro~m 

d the customer, and is where all the lnetering and information wrdinaton issues rn 
xmceritrated. FuIl choice competition will require that the customer &livery points (mmm) 
-le of handhag the increased idomation flows and load controi capabilities that go along wi& 

he new customer options. The meters will need, among other things, to ‘6e capable of m,d&.g i d  

m an hourly or more k p W  basis, providing continuous h f b d o n  flow to the i d  area control 

vom and various suppliers, and comrnuniCating bdkg h f o d o n  to the b i i i i i  agent 

4dditiOnaily, the direct acces customer intedkce will need to include equipment that allows 

mpplim and/or the local m ~antrol r00ms to curtail delivefies (re., tb facilitate interruptible or 

ion-finn seMce.) 

TEP believes these issues are solvable, but Wilt require careful consideration and time fbr 
ieveiopment and instatlaton of new technologies. Until ,such issues are resoived ami sys- are 

re-engineered, services must be dehmable with existing kilities or AB& Utilities must 

unplement those changes that can be quickly added prior to the provision of a competitive service. 

Because of these changes to the industry s m ,  TEP believes rhat the quickest and easiesr 
Sorution is to Limit the type of access dowed in the initial phases of the industry restrucnrrio&. 
Using our iUus&mtins, an example of limited access would be to allow only Communication Link A 

tr, be opened to the competitive envimment stating in 1999. The purpose of limiting the initiai 

competitive options is to allow ampetition to begin @ M y  and in an orderly fashion while 

dlXowing addi t id  time to sort out details which must be coIlsidmd before a wider army of ofions 

w e  available. One cxamplc of limiting initial competitive options would be to &ow customers 

to pruchasc a bast supply from the third party market (is., 100% Ioad factor portion of their load) 

brrt require back-up supplies, load following and other ancillary servic~s to be purchased from the 

jurisdictional utility. In this phase, billing and metering would be required distribution Service 

h the jurisdidonai utility. This would d o w  competition to begin without rq- sififi-1 

operational changes. 

e . .  

. . *  

... 

. .-  
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Figure D above illustrates what the transitional industry might look like. By keeping most 

)f the distribution functions in a regulated monopoly setting, competition can be 

dl be given to the areas that need more development and ddinition. 

shucture, bilateral contracts will be a viable option for some customers that h s e  to 

3rec-t access to the compefitive market. 

TEP has provided a possible iime line for dishibuton udnmdhg in Appentiix A. The issues 

$mounding unbundling the distribution system are diverse, but TEP betieves 

problems can be resolved through clear, standardid rules along with time to implement t h e  
necessary changes. Some issues such as reliability are black and white and will be lid@ 

controversy as to the besr solution. Other issues such as whether customer data is public or p r i m  
infonnatian will require mu& debate. Additiodly, there arc some issues which are no 

controversial, but will quire significaat time for impicnag&tkn to take place m h  tts new m e k l  
systems. Industry standards and protocols will be important for f l~bi l i ty  and to promot 

In 

u n 

.-.  
1 

a’ 

competitive cfficitncies. 
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1. Reliabilzcy 

The responsibility for mhbility currently rests on the bundled e;lectric fllpplier. 

Wail supplias cobrdinate all mmpncnts of nliabk service from geJlaation to cusrnmer m m .  
3eneration and transmission ~ ~ - b b i l i t y  are guided by the Western Systems CooFdinating Council 

:"WSC@') and the National EIecaic Reliability C o d  O, while distrihtion r&&ility is 

argely guided by state regulatory bodies. Historically, electric supply has bGen cxtrcmcly reIid.de 

xlith o v h g b t  from NERC, WSCC and state regulators. Howw~~, on a day-today basis, re-d 

Xtilities have provided oversight in compliance with tha obligation to serve and ma~dated service 

;tan&&. 

In the future, assuming mmpetitive markets for at least the= genedon component of the 

k k i c  supply business, diffkrent paxties may be responsible for reliabiliw at the genemion, 

sansmission and distribution levels. TIE distributian supplier is likely to be responsible for 
diability from the local m a  control room to the meter, regdated tzawmss * ion providers will be 

esponsible for high voltage transmission reliability and competitive market suppliers wilI be 

-esponsble for generation reliability. This type of electric supply marker may $e mwh more 

iifficult to police h m  a reliability standpoint due to the different types aud increased number of 

,layers invoived with providing senrice &om the generation soutce to the meter. The WSCC, an 

xganimtion that largely relies on member cooperation. may not be an efktive r&@%b&ty 

a competitive gemration market. NERC and state regulators probably wit1 r&t be 

reliability monitors in competitive generation supply markets as they do not have: jurkdktbn over 

dl the generation suppliers. Additiondly, none of these organidom provick d~y-to= 

similar u, the current regulated utility. 

me FERC supparts the conoept of Indepmdfflt System opcrators (YSCa"s 8% ii ~~GWSKIA 

for transmission owners to mnsfm the obligation for rciiability and ~CCCSS t~ a w 

Given the broad reliability ca~~ccms and complexities of the electric supply sys 

W believes that an IS0 type of organization is needed to Wiitate generation md transmission 
=liability in a competitive clemic supply market. Such an organhadutz ~ n d d  bewme the 

clearinghouse for gememtion and transmission supply mnsach *om and the re&&& delivery 

of pwer to distribution suppliers. 

. . .  
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The IS0 &auld fwction both as an independent grid operator and EUZ itmdependent power 

pool operator. The IS0 does not need to be a power pool in the sew that it dispatches generation 

but should act as a "clearinghwse" for all electric transadom. 'This would help redux some of the 

burdens that would land on the local area control m m  given distribution unbundling. It should have 

the responsibility and authority for scheduling 'transactom on the transmtsst ' 'on grid, as well as 
c&g thc reliability of the supply and rranSmbsion systems. In the course of con- business, 
the IS0 should establish and edom standards, procedures and des  that are needed for the re.Mle 

10 

11 

12 

13 
14 

15 

16 

and cfficicnt operation of thc transmission system and the supply d e t  ( d g n  for example that 
adequate opera;6n@, and spinning reserves are maintaiacxi .) Additioraally, oversight of the IS0 by the 

power systems in Arizona and its eff- on other system in the West The BO should be a ma- 
profit entity, with direction &om a d board which is representative of the suppliers, c u s ~ m  

graups and distribution companies. Owners would retain ownership of their transmission and turn 

WSCC, FERC &state regulators would likely be more c M v e  rban worlcing with individual 

market conapetitom. 
The IS0 should be fully opera t id  when Competition begins 30 as to cIearfy establish the 

responsibilities, authorities, stamiards and procedures that are critical to the reliabirity of the bulk 
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rehbility standatds. It may be necessary to establish new ancillary servim far the disttihtion 

system once complete unbundling at the &Sttibution level begins. Standards be eYam&ed 

for the following services, among othem: 

a) VARsuppprt 

b) Loadfollowing 

c> capacity-up 
d) Metering 

e) ComnzUnicat;ion networks 
f) h a d  shed mamcy plans 

g) Twocountypowcrflow 

... 

... 

9 

17 

18 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

1% 

I9 
20 

21 

22 
23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
28 

29 

30 

The reliability work group should first fmus on issues pertaining to customer choice fm 

generation starting in 1999, and then work on the details of +h unbrmdlcd disaibution m m p y .  

K s  effort should be cmrdbakd vcith the work esoup established to definc wl&& m i -  &odd be 
unbundled fkom the distribution company as discussed above. 

2. DWb&nF&m 
The responsibility to xuabtain an adequate and d e  distritrution system should remain 

part of the distribution company’s mission. Clear distinctions between the SBlrCricBs that the 

listribution company currently provides that could be competitive and services that should remain 

nonopolistic must be established by the onset of full deregulation in 2003. D u h g  the m i t i o n  
phase, the distribution company would most likely prokide the same SeTviCes as it d o e  today, but 

M to prepare for the unbundling process. The Commission should establish a review process to 

:valuate which services fall into the competitive arena and which Services should remain with ?he 

regulated distribution compaay. This should be m ongoing process since it is possible that as new 

;echaologies and system are developed, services should be moved €tom the reg&&& di on 

ampany to a competitive envimm&. 
A “bright line” between which produxs will be considezed regulated distribution services and 

laain which products will be cons idd  Competitive is essential for s t i t x a d d  W r n m g .  

reison for this distinction is for rate design and pricixg devdopment. A 

different strategic initiatives depending OR these distinctions. This 

outsource certain sexvices for efficiency reasons such as billing, rncttr rcadbg or other sdIviccs 
currently associated with thc regulated distriutian company. HOW costs am dl 

services wil l  bc critical to making important decisions both in terms of h m  
deveIopment . 

3. HowFmlo Wnbunrd;leDinnibXrtion 

Both the California Public Utilities Comnission (“CPUC“) Shire 

Pubfic Utilities Commission (WHPWC’’) bve  started implementing p h  to pro~de customex 

in their respective states by 1998. The Ratesetting W& Group 

created five options for potential u n b d h g .  
genemtion transmission, distribution, competitive transition Charge 

unbmc~d  m order to create a competitive market fa generrrtion. Howe~er, he SLWO has stnrggfed 

There is mswtzrms in the @S.t &% the least 
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upprt the CPUC's stated policy goal of making direct access available to custumers of ail sizes and 
;b. Appendix B lists out the five options and some of the detail questioas the working groups 

o determine the extent to which distribution services need ta bc unbundled (if at d} in order to 

Ire dealing with. 

JHPUC decided that at first, simple unbundling is su&cient for customer choice, and states: 
On September 10,1996 the h i U C  issued a prehhary plan on industry * . rnc 

In order for consumers to choose their electricity provider, utilities must k s t  
unbundle retail electric Senrices and rates. The process of uribundhg involves 
segregating each of the various bundled service mmpmts and pricing the 
monopoly components separately. Enlnner;sting these componeats and 
understanding who provides what service at what price i s  the fht step in 
detrrmining how nwkets will be stnzctured 

At a minimum, we believe utilities should unbundle their electric rates and 
Services into generation, transmission, distribution and Conservation and load 
management services. We do not preclude a more com-ve mbladling at a 
Iater date. However, we remain concerned that the fkilure: to fhrther &sggregate 
distribution services will stifle the development of competl',tve and 
discourage innovation in the areas of metering, biUiug and customer services. 

Both of these state corrunissiom am struggling with the question of how far to unbmde the 

lidbution company in order to S e c t  customer choice by Jmuary 1,1998. M h ~  W f o d  is 

eguirements for customer choice, the goal of moving towards a competitive mvhmmt will. not lx 
iebyed. 

donnation. The Commission Will have Similar issues to address and &odd kke &e &*e required 

XI appropriately analyze the available options. The meter is the only physic& lbk ~ c f f ~ e e n  the 

nstomer and the energy provider aad is used to establish an accurate revenue 

provider and an 8ccwata usage measwe for the customer. Cunrent technology agkdy allows this 

rneaswemmt to @pen after the fact. A monopoly business performin$ this fwctbn can easily 
maintain the proper data base r e q u i d  for tracking each customer's usage Iwed efore, its bill. 

Opening these distribution h c t h s  up to other providers at rhe same t h e  zs k&5atbg customer 

choice for energy providers creates a series of issues to resolve, inchding but not ktd UI: 

11 
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a) M e t e :  

i) The nee for esmartm measurement 1 :vices considering 1 e iIxxaxd aumber of 
transactions. 

iii) The need to establish meter reacbg and operating sbndards. 

iv) The need to establish who is responsible for mainmining and m d b g  tke meter. 

_- 
i) The need for market infiirmation versus protection of customer privacy. 

iii} C c n n W o n  to existing utilities for providing market information. 

iv) The need to establish uowndip'' of customer data once an opes markex is 
established. 

i) Who will be resP0nsj;ble for credit management. 

ii) Who will be responsible for billing C O ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ C I R S .  

There are I multitude of rtlatcd issues that are listed in Apgmdix C 

believes that these is- should be the responsibility of workshops arid wid 

scfitduitd to cbmmetu;e next year. The 

that need to be addressed in order for customer choice to be effative. 

k " * k d h  El- 

are included in this &g to ifldic&.e 

% decisions of how far and when to unbundle the distribution *ern are viM to &e next 

stages of restructu;nry: * TEP believes all sewices which are competitive &odd be . ed 

the distribution company allowing the competitive process to control prim aid cxe&,a. opaatiod 

efficiencies. However, TEP is more i d - l i  with how " U C  is pmedhg  with distribution 

unbundling. TEP suggests that the Commission conthe # work towafds pmvkhlg tbe necessary 

I2 



h g e s  b create a competitive gtntratiM market starting in 1999, but allow time to investigate 

omplete distribution nnbundting. What TEP is quest ing from the workshop and evidentiary 

learings are precise StEPrdards and timing for the unbundling process to occur in order to minidze 

he chms that is created by the restructuring. 

C. Conclwion 

TEP is a firm proponent of industry rstmturhg and moving towards a competitive 

nvironment and would like to work with the Commission to heIp develop a clear p h  to achieve 

his goal. Delaying the process of complete unbundling wil l  not slow down or harm this process. h 
kct it should create an easier transition for cust~mers at all levels by leaving some of the d e r  but 

mpox-tant M s  to a Mer phase- TEP believes-& electric supply should be unbundled in 1999 to 

he point bt allows custooler access to wmmtive generation markets widin the constraints of 

upply mechanisms and technology that exist and are in place at that b e .  Additional unbundlii 
buld occur after 911 Competitive market $iimcme issues have been determined and necesszny 
~hmlogy has had adeqm time for development and instahtion. 

The time Ik TEP provided should give the Commission reasonable assufance that the 

goal is t6 unbtmdle all potmtially competitive services without putting system reliability at 

isk or hanning customers. The main reasons for detaybq the tmbudiing of Certain Services are: 

I)  Many of the required technology changes wilt be driven by the market snwture rhm is 
allowed and thus approPriate technology cannot be developed and W e d  prior to the 
maTketstnrcturebeingde~d 

2) The wmxmnication links \xtwtm the new generation market, the Id area mnml room 
and individual customtrs required for wmpctitive access will take si& 
develop and implement and cannot be dealt with prior to detemhtiori of an appropriate 
markttstructttff. 

3) Ihk: nfigbifity issucs wiu take some time to fully address. An ISO, for examp 
signiscant time to develop. C o v t i y ,  the need for such M d t y  and 
pwpose &exeof must be d&mnid quickly. 

4) Itisimportant distinctions between compfitive and monopoly prducts 
and Services provided by the distribution compauy and other energy suppfim. Each 
individual detwrmaah ' 'on of competitive and rnonopoiy products and services M req& 

will vary 
from product to producf. 
separate consideration as the resulting market strucfure and technology 

13 
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5)  There are many details that 13Red to be addressed prior to full unbundling of competitive 
services. These details include? meter reading, cllstompf idomation and billing 
reqUiremeat. Decisions regarding items such as ownership 06 and access to, customer 
data may require sipilkant changes to meters, computer symesns and indusay protocols. 

TEP’s primary concern is that the horse must come before the cart. In other words, decisions 

:egarding what is competitive and how Competitive service Ievels will be monitored must be d e  

=fore the development and implernentatim of the approPriate W c e  definitions, miffs and system 

;hiages required to complete the -&on to a competitive e l h c  supply market. The Rule does 
mt resolve these issuw nor does it provide a mechanism for so doing before its implementation. 

Accordingly, TEP submits that it is in the public’s best interests that the vital issues raised in these 

wmmcnts be rcsolvcd pliar to the Rdc being adopted and becoming effective. Consequently, “EP 
quests thizt the Rule bc amende if possible, to cure the (and fortify its -) as 

~diaacd in its comments in this docket 
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Appendix A - Time Line 

Restructuring Time Line 

1999 2003 
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Appendix B - California Restru- Issues 
Option 1 identifies the Track I’  items as Generation, Transmission (including m&w 

ervices), Dist&ution, Comptition Transition Charges and Public Goods (Collecdvely, &e “Five 

h w ~ w  Items”). This will requrire the invest6r-omed utilities to stprate their bundled revenue 
equirements inro these five h c t i o d  carego&s, a pxocess involving refimctioudizatiinn of a53ets 
Ind direct assignment and allocation of common costs and administrative and g d  expenses. 

’roponents believe that determimtion of Track 2 items, including the threshold policy and 
netbdological issues associated with such unbundling of distribution products and servkes, must 

E defemd untii aRer the start of direct access in order to avoid any risk of delaying the 

mplmentation date. 

Option 2 calls for ubmdling of the Five Co- Items to meet the January 1, 1998 

leadline for Direct Access. In addition, Option 2 iddfies  a separate, parallel p r o ~ ~  withira ttne 
breSereing W o r a g  (30q pn>cess U) identi@” pottntial CIistributiOn seMces that are candidates for 

mbbudi i .  Under this option, parties will begin now to evaluate which Track 2 items are 
mdidates for post-January 1, 1998 unbundling, determining what Commissioc d~~isioris are 
iecessary far additional unbdiing to proceed, sgecifying the needed cost studies, and engaging in 

:ssexitial rnundwork. bponents bclicvc that Option 2 will bcst bdance the need fo iEa%plement 

3 i m t  Access by January 1,1998 with the desire to address the possible u n b d i n g  crfcEmiMon 

;crvicc5. 

Option 3 supports unbundling the Five Consensus k r n s  and ikrther unbundtes seiected 

iisbibution sen4cea under Track 1 .  Option 3 selects certain revenue cy& savice%a for Track 1, 

:hosen firom metering, billing, caastomer and UncoIleCtibles Services. Sewices are 

:o c r i d  which will difkedate between competitive (retail) and monopoly Utility Distribution 

Company (“UDC”) services and determine whether the UDC is or ir not the B e W  provider. 
Monopoly senrices remab bundled With excb$ive W fkanchke rights. Other wm@tive 

distribution services are identified, prioritized and unbundled after January I, 1998 (Track 2) as neW 

retail pciucts and services; are identified. Option 3 unbundles UDC cost e (@kd to the bu) 

~~ 

Track 1 items include services that need to be unbundled to providG cu~tomer choice by 1/1/98, Track 2 items am 1 

S e M t h a r  mn be rmbwdledattcr 1/1/98. 
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other f m s  of the tariff's terms of service. hplmexmiodtesting of these proposed changc~ 

would be sequenced tbroughou~ the rshwtmng * phasein period. Proponents believe that a firm 
commitment to accomplish these changes within a reasonable time &me is more hpol..tant than h e  

precise ordm or tuning of them. Proponents further believe that these proposed changes are 

necessary to ensure that all group of customers have access to comptiticm and that most parts of the 

bundle, a$ pceived by the customer, are open to competitive forces. 

18 



4 

8 

9 
10 

11 

12 

23 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
27 
2s 

29 

30 

Appendix C - Direct Access Work Group's (UDAWGn) Data R q * m a b  

Data to Support Outage Detection and Restoration 

UtifihS need d - t i m e  mt%dcm of outage conditions in order to dispatch md 
*re service to customers. Utilities also need outage restoration infomation and "power 011" 

wks to signifiGantly improve customer sewice quality and efficimcy. 

Data to Support Tarn Om And Shut W 
Utilities quire opening and closing readings when customers move into or out of a 

remises. 'he reads are on-request. Utilities also prefer to monitor vafartt residence for idle 

3mption.  

Da&t to Support Power Quality Monitoring 

Power quality data is desired by emin groups of cztstomers to ensure that emrgy service 

Uality is mahtahd for critical production Opwations. For example, voltage quality and harmonics 

~ntrol may be required for a factory's service. 

Data to Increased Scope of Operations 

Many believe that twctway m m ~ c & a  are essential to create the bemfits of incrertsed 
xpe of services and to leverage customer opportunities to partkipate in the competitive markxt 

he &&bution system opexator, for example, may benefit having c w ~ ~ % $ p % i b c  data and 

~o-way wmunications with the Schedule Coordinator. 

Data to Detect Meter Tampering and Theft Dtbction 
Mctcr &mprring and thefi detection m qxrahg costs i n d  by d utikties; the 

ko&oring and control of which would lead to more efficient opedons. 

Data on interruptible Loads and loemandside Mansgement 

&&time meter reads am used by distribution companies on i 

uftailment periods to monitor and veri@ cuntmct compliance. Daily 

listribdon cornpanics to monitor d d - S i d e  management applidom- 
Data on Power QdQ' Monitoring 
Where necessary or desired, mcters auld be inscalled to 

;urges, sags, dr~pouts (zero voitage), over voltage, under voltitge 

iistartion. when a power quality event occurs out+f-btd, alarms could 

19 
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3 notify the customer and UDC. With that infurmation, steps could be taken to mitigate the power 

pality problem. 

The DAWG group also determined that the following systems standards are necessary tu 3 
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1) Metering and data communic&ions: 

a) Compatibility of equipment and systems providd by different emitits 

b) Integrity of metering and data cormnunications - the systern works as desired 

c) hveiopment of licensing/certificticm r e q u h m w  
d) M o m e n t  of adopted standards 

e) S d t y o f m e t a d a t a  

f) unauthorizedAc~ 

g) TI& prcvcntioddctmmcc of tampering 

h) Tiiliintss of meter data deiiverylaccess 

i) srtfety--both public and employee 

j) Accuracy of metering systems -- bitid and ongoing 

2) Psrformance of work: 

a) Metering equipment operatiom 
b) Metering equipment isisudhtim 
c) Metering equipmeat maintenance 

d) M- - procedures fiesuency 

e) Licensing of metering installers 

f) coanlination with local electrical inspection authorities 

g) Meter vendor certification 

3) r n h a n d S O R w a r e .  

eter communicatiom protocols 

b) w r e a d i a e r , s y m  
c) Systeminwon 

d) Datastorage 
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e) Dataaccess 

f )  Data transfer systems and protocols 

9) Meterpro~sys temsandprcr toco l s  
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Appenclix I) - Detail Customer Lafonnation hues  

k Customer Illf~rmrrtion 
I .  Nati for Mhrk&Infame&n 

h e  ofthe more diffidt issues that the commission will need to resolve is how to 

,atanr;e the tzeeds and rim of -a to p k t  their privacy a g d  needs of &e 

nmkdpke for information. Adequate flow of &et information to dl mmpetitor$ i s  necessary 
or efficient mafket operation, but inappmPriate use or release of customer infcnmation could have a 

litIlllfuI effect on custgmers. To control lnfonnation now too Ear in either direction codd -e 

he goal of Iestnlcug. 

The supply of eiecsicity requires Certain idormation on custoke!rs and their energy usage for 

he purpbses of rendering an accume bill for services. coll+zcting for services and for the. 

1yste.m. In addition. utility sales and marketing departments we customer data to support p&lic 
mlicy programs and customer retention efforts. In the regtllatory framework, these were the primary 

l s e ~  for which customer data was collected - reguM.0~ overnight and system planning. In the 

:ompetithe environment, the main purpose for using this infodon will be for mxketixig. 

A fundamentai assumption of restructuring is  that custoJners will benefit &om competitiOn; 

u1 assumption that is based on the ecolKlmic theory of compctirtlve markets and requires that market 

mticipants have ready acass to iiiformation about the market. Specifically, far 

:fficiently, customers t#cd information about the products and services available, 
nformation abut the demands of potentid cwtmm. An obvious problem, however, is that a 

xleasc of customer idommion intended to reduce the barriers to entry and 

m y  result in undesirable marketing practices or competitive hamz to 

W- to information privacy should not be c o m p m a  in the effort to stimuhte mmptitive 

markets. 

On the other side ofthe fence, a customer will require COmpdTiSOIl 

easetgy 

California about aggregators requiring rnarketirlg information in order to 
CUSt0merS requiring informarion to compare new energy providers. 

provides must be presented in some comparable format. A customer must 

providers in order to make informed decision% The iSmes m & g  the debate in 

... 
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apples to apples” when shopping for specific pr0dU;ts. Main, the Rde needs to be m s c  
on-g ~ O d O I l  about basic services. 

Before the Rule is implemented, the Commission must make some major bisiom 

oncaning the access of customer i n f o d o n  to new energy seMce providers and vice versa. h 
hlifomia, DAWG concluded that the following questionS must Ix answered by the CPWC in order 

D implement a plan to access customer information: 

1) EstabIishing d e s  and mtchgaisms to ensure f% or comparable access by compdng 
retailem, which requires ansWtring these questions: 

a) What kinds ofcustomer i n f o d o n  should be made available? 

b) Which parties should be eligible for access to customer i n f o d o n ?  

c) By what mechanism should it be made equally avaihble to dl qualEecI parties? 

a) How can we prevent privileged access by some competitors? 

e) How much mill information access cost, on which entities will costs be imposed, and 
b w  should costs be recovered? 

2) ProtEcting cust~mc~ privacy, which requires answerhg these questions: 

a) How should informod custonaer consent to release i&rmtdon be o ? 

e) How can d e s  be enforced and  complaint^ be quickly and 

2. Infurmation Between D#krentSm& prowidsrs 

One concem that TEP has is the coordination 

iiffkmnt service proviclers for customer information. Thsre 

lata qwlremeats, type of data available and responsibi 

xstomer data. Parriculariy in the d t  area the Commission and or work go 

how to distribute customex payments between multiple pmvi 

paymmc deliiqumt payments or deposits are made by the customer- 

It can be a s d  that each .Mketed Utility has its own customer a 

hese systems are not universally compatible without modifications. A l h  
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mpbmen& is not a show stopper3 consideration must be given to the cost of modifying systems or 

the possible requkexnent for new system i d a t i o n s .  wben FERC established its OASIS 
requirements, most utilities neededto purchase new software or develop the product in-buse at their 
ownexpense. 

As discussed above, some of this type of infomration fits into the customa privacy ism%, and 
mnsent forms will need to be provided ta share information between sefvice pmviders such as d i t  

history, &limptent payment history and other sensitive dah. Some customers could take advantage 

of the system and witch energy service prsviders in order to avoid back payments. fn this situation, 
sharing credit information will be useful to all competitors, yet custoEners may feel that their privacy 

rights are being violated. 

The Rule also needs to establish who gathers the information and their responsibility to share 
or analyze it for others. For instance, if a customer has dif€'t providem for energy, transrzl~s * sion, 

distribution and ESCO services, and thc cusmuatrqucsts Ioad, outage, power quality or other types 

of analysis, sc,lyicc providers have to access thc m e  ;nformation and be able to provide useful 

information to the customer. This could require vast amounts of data storage and widespread use of 

information access and d y s i s  tools especially if data will be stored on an hourly basis as 
mentioned in the metering section 

3. M u k t  Ynformdun md Datd Uwwrship 

The issue of who "owns" or who should control previous monoply customef data is 

another topic that will require considerable discussion. This is another &ray area that will cause 

parties otl ali h n t s  major concern. For d y s i s  purposes, it is helpful to focus on two opposite 

sides of the issue, although thm are certainly more than two positions to this issue. Some parties 

assert that customer data iS the property of the utilities that have collected and maintaiaed it. Shce 

the Utilities collect this data as a matter of necessity and incur business expenses in so doin$, rhey 

own the data others disgree with this viewpoint, arguing that the. business expense is borne by 

ratepayers with little or no risk borne by shanhotders in the process, and that the necessio of data 

Affected Utilities will declare that the idomdon proposed to be made available to 
competing providers has been collected and maintaizltd by the utili!ies, and the process of makity it 

available would impose some custs on them. At the very least, there will be some costs assoCiated 

coilecti s not imply 0 
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with obtaining customer consent t~ release information and wit$ m g  the data and k ~ v -  it 

to eligible p~ders. The h~pIem&&a of inforznation access must &e and 

magnitude of all relevant costs, and provide means to recovec those costs and compensate the 

appropriate parties. 

Another option to consider is that customer informatiOn is own4 by the customers 

ehemsclves, and that if any monetary return is realized h m  the ecmriomic value of the i n f o d o n  
that return should be shared with custbmcrs. This information is also a necessity to establish a fsir 
and efficient market and transform the industry to one of competition. At least in the initial stag- 

cust~mer i n f o d o n  should readily be available to any new mtraut 

B. BWng Requirements 
Once competition i s  allowed u) and there are multiple service providers to a siagle 

astomer, there must be an answer to the question of who provides rhe billing for that custome~*s 

w g y  services. The quickest and simplest solution will be to have the dimhtion company 

provide this service. Since the customer must receive senices &om the distribution company for 

wires services, it makes sense for the distribution w w y  tg simply continue billing for sexvim it 

supplies to the customer and add to that any additional services provided to thc cUStOmC1: by the 

market. 

Ccmvcrsely, the Rule states that billing and credit senices arc competitive and that 

compauies providing tlrese service do not need a Catificate of Convenience and Necessity. This 
implies that any campany can set up shop and sell billing and adit services. k & m ,  it will be 

necessary for the Rule to state specific standards concernin$ the data requiremeats and bill 

processing. 
I .  creditM--g- 

h the new competitive environment, credit management will need to be c d i  

&tween &&ent energy pmvjders. Standards will need to be established if a customer has multiple 
p s 5 d m  and ody wna-&utes partral payments eadl month, or if the crrstbmer arrears. Another 

issue is when a customer leaves a certain energy p d d a  and a balance. oxre 
possible solution is to examine the telephone b i l h g  and credit systems already ha p l e  and Iook at 

fiow these campanies handle different suppliers and diff’t custo~~~?s  c d t  m e m e n t s .  

... 
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A good credit management system will depend on a good computer sy- U n k  a 

competitive envirODment a computer system wil l  need the ability to allow for e d i t  informaton 

input from other energy providers and reporting capabdity to easily identifj those customers who are 

skipping from provider to provider to avoid bad credit. Thre must ais0 be a system to collect and 
reimburse bad debts to other Irtilities for transf- cusromer~. 

If ekccricity is a mmmodiry obtained in a competi.tivc markef it is not uareasonable to expect 

all energy providers to minhize bad debt There should be a medmusm ' established whereby energy 

providers, not just thc AfI'Wed Utilities providing standard offa services, work with bad debt 
customeTs to vv- the cause of non-payment is reiated to a problem with the provider, or 

whethx the CW- needs a lifeline rate. If not, the energy provider should be able to notify the 

distxibutionmmpany that thc cust~mc~ is in arrears and the cllffgyprovidcrwill no lager be swing 

that custbmer. At this point, the dktrhdon company d have to determine ifthe astamer cafl &id 
standard offer services or not. The main concern is that consistent p d  be develop& to 

diminate a bad debt burden on the distribution company. 

h t h e r  dilemma concemkg a d i t  management i s  service temhtfim. ?%e Rule does not 

specify standards concerning this a r q  yet considering the implications for some low-income 

customers, .standards need to be developed New en~xgy providers will probably not have the &sty 

to physically -senice. 'Ihe'Rrrleneedstodetumme ' ifthedistribUti0nwmpmyw;llLbe~ 
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3. C-mDqmiiS  

The current Commission rules and regutations support deposits and cost of ownership 

related to regulated, protected customen. When the market is open to competition and a regulated 
utility's service territory is 110 longer protected, these de are not relevant Cusbmers will be able 

to Switch energy and other service providers. A new mechanism will need to be put in place so that 

the company instal- the equipment W eam a fair retum eiw through energy charges or a 

contract. TEP is currently hoIding miliions of dollars that axe rehdable deposits for fine extensions 

and subdivision contracts. A ponion of the contract is refunded when a meter is set and TEP starts 
receiving revenue for its services. After competition starts, them is no guarantee that TEF' wilI be the 
Service provider and therefore earn its rate of returnon the capital installed. Customers may have to 

have a CORIEX~ signed in order to get a new insratlation completed if rccovtry can not be &uarantced 
through a service charge. 

_- 
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